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ABSTRACT  
Objective: The main aim of this study was to identify young drivers’ underlying beliefs (i.e., behavioral, normative, 
and control) regarding initiating, monitoring/reading, and responding to social interactive technology (i.e., functions 
on a Smartphone that allow the user to communicate with other people). 
Method: This qualitative study was a beliefs elicitation study in accordance with the Theory of Planned Behavior 
and sought to elicit young drivers’ behavioral (i.e., advantages, disadvantages), normative (i.e., who approves, who 
disapproves), and control beliefs (i.e., barriers, facilitators) which underpin social interactive technology use while 
driving. Young drivers (N = 26) aged 17 to 25 years took part in an interview or focus group discussion. 
Results: While differences emerged between the three behaviors of initiating, monitoring/reading, and responding 
for each of the behavioral, normative, and control belief categories, the strongest distinction was within the 
behavioral beliefs category (e.g., communicating with the person that they were on the way to meet was an 
advantage of initiating; being able to determine whether to respond was an advantage of monitoring/reading; and 
communicating with important people was an advantage of responding).  Normative beliefs were similar for 
initiating and responding behaviors (e.g., friends and peers more likely to approve than other groups) and differences 
emerged for monitoring/reading (e.g., parents were more likely to approve of this behavior than initiating and 
responding).  For control beliefs, there were differences between the beliefs regarding facilitators of these behaviors 
(e.g., familiar roads and conditions facilitated initiating; having audible notifications of an incoming communication 
facilitated monitoring/reading; and receiving a communication of immediate importance facilitated responding); 
however, the control beliefs that presented barriers were consistent across the three behaviors (e.g., difficult 
traffic/road conditions). 
Conclusion: The current study provides an important addition to the extant literature and supports emerging research 
which suggests initiating, monitoring/reading, and responding may indeed be distinct behaviors with different 
underlying motivations.   
Keywords: Smartphone, social interactive technology, Theory of Planned Behavior, young drivers, beliefs 
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INTRODUCTION 
Smartphones are a type of mobile phone with a range of functions superior to a standard mobile phone.  For 
example, Smartphone users can access extra interactive technologies via various applications and computer functions 
such as social networking sites (e.g., Facebook), internet, and email.  A recent Australian survey of over 2000 adults 
aged over 16 years from metropolitan and regional centers found that 72% of Australian mobile phone users have 
Smartphones (Telstra, 2013).   
Social Interactive Technology 
‘Interactive technology’ refers to devices that respond to user actions which, in turn, may cause the user to 
respond further (Interactive Technology Learning Curriculum, 2012).  In the current study, ‘social interactive 
technology’ refers to the functions on a Smartphone that allow the user to communicate with other people and 
includes social networking sites (e.g., Facebook, Twitter), emails, and also texting and calling.  Despite the illegal 
nature of hand-held mobile phone use for all Australian drivers, a recent survey found that 61% of 1335 drivers aged 
from 15 to over 60 years admitted to having used their mobile phone to either talk or text (Petroulias, 2014).  
Moreover, another survey of 415 drivers in the Australian state of New South Wales found that 68% had read emails 
and 25% had updated their Facebook status or tweeted (National Roads and Motorists’ Association [NRMA], 2012).  
Smartphones have a greater potential to distract a driver than a standard mobile phone as drivers can interact with 
other users via social interactive technology. 
Young Drivers 
In Australia, young drivers aged 17 to 25 years are over-represented in road crash fatalities(Department of 
Infrastructure and Regional Development, 2013) In the Australian state of Queensland, where the current study was 
conducted, learner drivers and provisional licence holders under the age of 25 years are not permitted to use a hands-
free mobile phone. However, younger drivers aged 18 to 25 years are more likely than any other age group to use a 
mobile phone (Australian Associated Motor Insurers [AAMI], 2012).  Smartphones are particularly popular with 
young people aged 18 to 29 years (Rainie, 2012).  A recent Australian survey of 3,706 drivers of all ages found that 
young drivers aged 18 to 24 years were twice as likely to make a phone call and four times more likely to text than 
drivers over 50 years, and were more likely to read emails on their Smartphones (AAMI, 2012).   
Initiating, Monitoring/Reading, and Responding 
Although most research regarding mobile phone use has tended not to differentiate between the basic 
functions of talking, texting, and sending and receiving text messages, there is a growing body of evidence that 
suggests mobile phone use comprises a number of distinct behaviors.  Different motivations have been identified as 
underpinning calling and texting (e.g., Walsh et al., 2008), sending and receiving text messages (Nemme and White, 
2010), and obvious and concealed texting (Gauld et al., 2013).  In Atchley et al.’s (2011) study that categorized 
texting behaviors into ‘initiating’, ‘reading’, and ‘responding’, drivers perceived initiating and responding as having 
a similar level of risk as talking; whereas a significantly lower proportion of drivers believed that reading was more 
dangerous than talking.   
Waddell and Wiener (2014) applied the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB; Ajzen, 1985, 1991) to 
investigate the psychosocial influences on drivers’ (aged 18 – 66 years) intentions to use a mobile phone.  They 
categorized behaviors into initiating and responding based on the premise that responding behaviors may involve a 
degree of social pressure.  ‘Social pressure to respond’ in this context refers to drivers experiencing an ‘expectation 
of reciprocity’, such as feeling ‘compelled to quickly read or return’ text messages (Nemme and White, 2010, p. 
1264).  Results showed that drivers had greater intentions to engage in, and had actual engagement in, responding 
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behaviors more often than initiating behaviors, suggesting that social pressure to respond may play an important role.  
Other research supports this conclusion, particularly within the population of young drivers (Atchley et al., 2011; 
Nemme and White, 2010).  Extending on these findings and relevant to the current study, it is possible that young 
drivers also feel a social pressure to respond when accessing additional social interactive technologies on their 
Smartphones (e.g., email, Facebook). 
Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) 
The TPB (Ajzen, 1985) is a well-validated decision-making model utilised to predict people’s intention across a 
range of human social behaviours (Armitage and Conner, 2001). It posits that attitude (i.e., how positively a behavior 
is evaluated), subjective norm (i.e., perceived social pressure to perform a behavior), and perceived behavioral 
control (PBC; i.e., perceived ease of performing a behavior) together predict intention, which in turn is the best 
predictor of behavior.  Previous studies have utilised the TPB to predict general mobile phone use while driving (e.g., 
Walsh et al, 2008; White et al., 2010) and texting while driving (e.g., Nemme and White, 2010).   Relevant to the 
current study are the beliefs that underlie each of the TPB constructs.  Behavioral beliefs (i.e., advantages and 
disadvantages of performing the behavior) influence attitudes; normative beliefs (i.e., whether specific others 
approve or disapprove) underlie subjective norm; and control beliefs (i.e., barriers and facilitators) influence PBC.  
Understanding what motivates behavior, through an understanding of the beliefs underpinning a behavior, may 
provide vital information for the development of public education messages (Fishbein, 1997).  For example, the TPB 
effectively guided the development and evaluation of an anti-speeding advertising campaign in Scotland (Stead et al., 
2005). 
The Current Study 
There are currently few, if any, studies that have utilised qualitative methods to explore young drivers’ 
beliefs underlying their engagement with the array of social interactive technologies available on Smartphones.  In 
line with the TPB (Ajzen, 1985), the current study aimed to provide an exploration of these beliefs. Specifically, the 
three behaviors of initiating, monitoring/reading, and responding were investigated in order to explore whether these 
three behaviors may be distinct (see Atchley et al., 2011; Waddell and Weiner, 2014).   
METHOD 
Participants 
Interview and focus group participants (n = 26; 16 females, 10 males) were aged 17 to 25 years, owned a 
Smartphone, had a current driver’s licence (Provisional: n = 18; Open: n = 7; International: n = 1), and resided in the 
Australian state of Queensland.  Most participants were self-selected first-year psychology students (n = 23) who 
received course credit for their participation.  The remaining participants (n = 3) were recruited through university 
email lists and the first author’s colleagues and friends and received a $AUD4 coffee voucher.   
Procedure and Materials 
There were seven focus group discussions comprising 2 to 5 participants and four interviews (see Table 1 
for a summary of participant groups)that each took between 40 and 80 minutes to complete The question guide was 
adapted from the standard TPB underlying belief elicitation questions (Fishbein and Ajzen, 2009).  They identified 
accessible underlying behavioral beliefs (e.g., ‘What do you think would be the advantages of initiating social 
interactive technology while driving?’), normative beliefs (e.g., ‘Consider the people important to you, who are they 
and would they approve of your monitoring social interactive technology while driving?’), and control beliefs (e.g., 
‘What factors may encourage you to respond to social interactive technology while driving?’) for each of the three 
behaviors under investigation (see Appendix A).   
4 
 
Table 1: Summary of participant groups  
Group number Group type Number of 
participants 
Participant age and gender 
1 Interview 1 23F 
2 Interview 1 24F 
3 Interview 1 22F 
4 Focus group discussion 3 21F, 18F, 17F 
5 Focus group discussion 5 17F, 20F, 21F, 19F, 18M 
6 Focus group discussion 2 18F, 22F 
7 Focus group discussion 2 20M, 21F 
8 Focus group discussion 4 19F, 18F, 19F, 19M 
9 Focus group discussion 4 21M, 18M, 20M, 21M 
10 Focus group discussion 2 17M, 22M 
11 Interview 1 25M 
 
Consent was obtained verbally. The facilitator (first author) began the discussions by defining social 
interactive technology as functions on a Smartphone that allow the user to communicate with other people.  After 
ensuring that participants had a clear understanding of the topic, the discussions were then guided by a semi-
structured interview schedule.  The discussion was allowed to flow naturally; however, if some of the TPB 
underlying belief elicitation questions were unanswered towards the end of the discussion, the participants were 
asked these questions directly.   
Data Analysis 
The interviews and focus group discussions were audio recorded and transcribed verbatim by the first 
author, excluding any identifying information.  Answers were coded by the first author using a theory-led approach 
(Howitt and Cramer, 2014); that is, they were coded within the behavioral, normative, and control belief categories 
from the TPB. The findings for each group were then compared with and contrasted to the findings across groups. 
Themes that did not fit within the theoretical framework were also considered during the coding process.  The co-
authors reviewed the findings and regularly provided feedback.   
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
In this section, the findings are discussed for the belief types (i.e., behavioral, normative, and control) and 
are compared and contrasted across the three behaviors (i.e., initiating, monitoring/reading, and responding). Overall, 
some distinct underlying beliefs were identified; particularly for behavioral beliefs.  Details of the key beliefs for 
each of the underlying belief categories are described below.  See Appendix Table 1A for a summary of the findings.  
Behavioral Beliefs - Advantages 
 The potential for the driver to be able to communicate with the person that they were on their way to meet 
was an advantage of initiating social interactive technology use noted by most participants.  This communication 
would typically involve practical matters such as estimated time of arrival and getting directions; that is, the 
communication was purposeful.  For example, one participant said, ‘If I’m on the way to meet someone I can say I 
am running late, leaving now, or communicate about something…’  Two other advantages which emerged were 
alleviating boredom and saving time.  Specifically, some participants said they felt bored when stuck in traffic jams 
or driving on familiar freeways, and believed that initiating social interactive technology use would alleviate those 
feelings.  Some participants believed it was advantageous to initiate social interactive technologies while driving, 
rather than wait until they had reached their destination, as it allowed them to save time. 
For monitoring/reading social interactive technology while driving, one of the most commonly reported 
advantages was being able to determine whether it was necessary to respond immediately.  This decision was 
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reportedly based on the perceived urgency of the incoming communication as well as the perceived importance of 
the person getting in touch.  For example, one participant said ‘I would just look at who it was or if we had been 
having a conversation, if it can wait, if it is family, like my mum’. Two other main advantages emerged.  The first 
was being able to keep up to date with friends’ plans, particularly those friends they were meeting with.  The second 
was feeling relieved at having received an expected communication.  Some participants reported that they would 
continually check their phone while driving until they had received it.   
Many participants believed that an advantage of responding to social interactive technology while driving 
was being able to communicate with important people (e.g., people you are on your way to see, a work boss, or a 
family member).  For example, one participant said ‘Sometimes work says I don’t have to come in, or come in 
earlier, so sometimes there are situations where it is good [to answer]’.  Some participants referred to friends who 
expected a very quick reply and who would send continual communications until they received a response.  Previous 
research has found that ‘not responding quickly would result in disapproval from peers’ (Walsh et al., 2009, p. 234).  
It is possible that participants in the current study perceived that it was an advantage to respond to stop their friend 
from communicating with them and to alleviate the feeling of peer disapproval. 
While the underlying beliefs regarding advantages for each of the three behaviors were different, thereby 
suggesting that initiating, monitoring/reading, and responding may be distinct behaviors, there were also some 
commonalities.  The results from the current study support those from a previous qualitative study that investigated 
the psychological motivations of mobile phone use in general among young people aged 16 to 24 years (Walsh et al., 
2009).  Although this previous study did not specifically refer to the driving context or social interactive technology 
on Smartphones, it found that the desire to stay connected and to feel a sense of belonging were strong motivations 
for mobile phone use (in general).  Many of the beliefs regarding the advantages for each of initiating, 
monitoring/reading, and responding to social interactive technology in the current study could similarly be 
categorized into these two overarching themes.  This finding suggests that the desire to stay connected and to belong 
includes the driving context and other social interactive technologies.  However, it is the differences between the 
current study and the previous study that may provide important insights into the driving context and to the array of 
social interactive technologies.  Specifically, while Walsh et al. (2009) found that contact between young people was 
frequent and often for no particular reason, most participants in the current study reported a purposeful reason for 
using social interactive technology while driving (e.g., obtaining directions).  
Behavioral Beliefs – Disadvantages 
Two common disadvantages emerged relating to all three behaviors, specifically, being apprehended by 
police and being distracted from driving.  Being apprehended by police included the potential consequences such as 
losing one’s driver’s licence and the subsequent loss of independence if no longer able to drive legally, as well as 
losing licence points.  Many participants believed that being distracted from driving may result in dangerous driving, 
such as feeling out of control and taking their eyes off the road.  For example, one participant said  ‘Well obviously it 
is incredibly dangerous to take your attention off the road – you could cause a car crash, you could hit other cars, you 
could hit a pedestrian, you could go through red lights, you could go through stop signs’.  Atchley et al., (2012) 
found similar results and concluded that despite knowing that distracted driving, such as texting while driving, is a 
dangerous behavior, young drivers are continuing to engage in these behaviors.   
Different disadvantages also emerged for each of the three behaviors.  Many participants believed that, 
when they initiated contact, they were obliged to have a longer conversation or pay more attention to the 
communication than intended.  Participants reported that just knowing someone was waiting for their reply, after 
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monitoring/reading their Smartphone while driving, was a disadvantage as they felt a social pressure to respond.  For 
example, one participant said ‘just knowing someone is waiting for my reply, I feel this is much more demanding on 
me’.  This finding is consistent with previous research finding that drivers responded more often than initiated, 
suggesting that social pressure to respond may play an important role (Waddell and Weiner, 2014).  The current 
study adds to this research by finding that young drivers also feel a social pressure to respond when accessing 
additional social interactive technologies on their Smartphones.  When the participants chose to respond to an 
incoming communication in the current study, being surprised by its content and the unknown depth and length of 
the communication was a disadvantage, particularly when the communication was ‘involving’, ‘emotionally 
charged’, or bad news.  Indeed, previous research has shown that the more emotionally involving a mobile phone 
conversation is, the greater the potential for distraction as it requires a significantly higher cognitive workload 
(Briggs et al., 2011) 
Normative Beliefs – Approve 
Normative beliefs were similar for initiating and responding to social interactive technology while driving 
with friends and peers more likely to approve of these behaviors than other groups.  This is concerning due to the 
possibility that, as long as distracted driving is prevalent and socially acceptable, it will remain difficult to change 
(Atchley et al., 2012).  However, the dangerous behavior of drunk-driving, while once socially acceptable, became 
socially unacceptable after the introduction of random breath testing which caused a misalignment between attitudes 
and behavior (i.e., it created cognitive dissonance) (Job, 1999).   
 For monitoring/reading, many participants believed that parents, friends, and peers were more likely to 
approve of this behavior than other groups.  Broadly speaking, monitoring/reading while driving was more likely to 
be approved of than initiating and responding.  For example, one participant said ‘Yeah, I think there is actually a 
greater level of approval for monitoring, it’s pretty quick when you go in to check something, but a grey area when 
you go in to initiate or respond’.  Similarly, Atchley et al. (2011) found a greater level of approval for 
monitoring/reading when compared to initiating and responding behaviors as it was perceived to be less risky.  
Normative Beliefs – Disapprove 
Participants believed that parents, partners, older drivers, police, passengers, and people who had been 
involved in a crash from Smartphone use while driving would be more likely to disapprove of initiating and 
responding to social interactive technology while driving than other groups.  Perception of parental disapproval is 
consistent with other studies such as concealed texting while driving (Gauld et al., 2013).  For monitoring/reading, 
participants believed that partners, police, and older people were more likely to disapprove than other groups.  
Normative Beliefs - Additional Theme 
 One theme not fitting into the TPB categories that was raised often by many participants was that of 
hypocritical parents.  Participants commented that, although their parents disapproved of their using social interactive 
technology while driving, they often engaged in these behaviors themselves; their parents were seen as having 
double standards.  For example, one participant said:  ‘My mum disapproves but she is always on hers’.  This finding 
parallels previous research regarding young drivers’ perceptions of parents’ speeding attitudes and behavior (Fleiter 
et al., 2010; Cestac et al., 2014). 
Control Beliefs - Facilitators 
Two consistent themes emerged for facilitators of the three behaviors:  slow-moving traffic (e.g., being 
stopped at traffic lights, being stuck in traffic) and having the belief that you are a good driver and perceiving 
yourself as being capable of using a Smartphone.  Previous research has shown that it is not uncommon for young 
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drivers to perceive themselves as having a greater skill level than their peers and confidence in their ability to 
multitask (e.g., Hill et al., 2014). 
Differences also emerged between the three behaviors. Although many participants believed that slow-
moving traffic was a facilitator for all three behaviors, other participants believed that free-flowing traffic, 
particularly driving on a highway, would make it easier to initiate social interactive technology use.  For example, ‘‘I 
know plenty of people who, when they are on the highway, just go nuts, you know on their phones’. Some 
participants suggested that driving on familiar roads would encourage them to initiate use of their Smartphones.  For 
monitoring/reading, participants who had notification tones switched on were more likely to monitor/read incoming 
communication on their Smartphone than those without audible notifications.  Participants believed that if the 
communication was from the person they were on the way to meeting, if it was defined as ‘urgent’ to the driver, or if 
it was from an important person, they would be more likely to respond than to not respond 
Control Beliefs – Barriers  
The same themes emerged for barriers to the three behaviors such as difficult road/traffic conditions 
including roadwork, roundabouts, congestion, or unfamiliar roads.  For example, one participant said ‘Any condition 
that is a little bit different and I am not feeling comfortable, then I wouldn’t touch it’.  The possibility and 
consequences of police apprehension were also barriers, for example, loss of driver’s licence and feeling like a 
burden on your friends.  Having passengers in the car would prevent some participants from using social interactive 
technology while driving.  The participant felt responsible for the safety of their passengers and believed that 
passengers themselves provided enough of a distraction.  This finding is consistent with Fleiter et al.’s (2010) 
qualitative study on speeding where young drivers reported slowing down when they had passengers in the car. 
Many participants believed that knowing about a crash/fatality that resulted from Smartphone use while driving 
would discourage them from engaging with their Smartphone. 
CONCLUSION 
The current study provided an exploration of the beliefs underpinning the use of social interactive 
technology accessed on Smartphones by young drivers.  The three behaviors of initiating, monitoring/reading, and 
responding were investigated using the belief basis of the TPB.  Overall, some distinct underlying beliefs were 
identified for the three behaviors, suggesting they may be distinct with different underlying motivations.  Previous 
studies investigating speeding have shown support for focusing public education message content on the beliefs 
underlying the TPB constructs (e.g., Lewis et al., 2013; Stead et al., 2002).  From the current study, public education 
messages could emphasise the importance of communicating with the person you are meeting before driving rather 
than while driving; or emphasise the approval a young driver might gain from their partner when they do not 
monitor/read their Smartphone while driving; or challenge whether responding to an ‘important’ person on their 
Smartphone is ever more ‘urgent’ than driving safely.  Naturalistic driving research (e.g., Dingus et al., 2011) 
suggests that there are varying levels of risk associated with these different behaviors, thereby supporting the 
importance of understanding the different motivations to help inform public education message content.  
While the current study provides an important addition to the extant literature, there are limitations.  
Qualitative studies provide a rich data source; however, the sample size was relatively small and comprised mainly 
university students.  While comparisons were made with previous studies, these need to be reviewed with caution as 
they were not investigating the same specific behaviors.  Future research should build on this exploratory study and 
focus on developing public education messages aimed at preventing young drivers from engaging in these risky 
behaviors.  
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APPENDIX A 
Complete list of TPB underlying belief elicitation questions 
Behavioral Beliefs 
What do you think would be the advantages of: 
a) initiating;  
b) monitoring/reading; and  
c) responding to socially interactive technologies while driving? 
What do you think would be the disadvantages of: 
a) initiating; 
b) monitoring/reading; and 
c) responding to socially interactive technologies while driving? 
Is there anything else that you would associate with: 
a) initating; 
b) monitoring/reading; and 
c) responding to socially interactive technologies while driving? 
 
Normative Beliefs 
Consider the people important to you, who are they and would they approve of you: 
a) initating; 
b) monitoring/reading; and 
c) responding to socially interactive technologies while driving? 
Would there be anyone who would disapprove of you:  
a) initating; 
b) monitoring/reading; and 
c) responding to socially interactive technologies while driving? 
Would your peers approve of you: 
a) initating; 
b) monitoring/reading; and 
c) responding to socially interactive technologies while driving? 
Are there any particular groups or peers that would disapprove of you: 
a) initating; 
b) monitoring/reading; and 
c) responding to socially interactive technologies while driving? 
Are there any other groups that come to mind when talking about  
a) initating; 
b) monitoring/reading; and 
c) responding to socially interactive technologies while driving? 
 
Control Beliefs 
What factors may encourage you to:  
a) initate; 
b) monitor/read; and 
c) responding to socially interactive technologies while driving? 
What factors may discourage you from: 
a) initating; 
b) monitoring/reading; and 
c) responding to socially interactive technologies while driving? 
What makes it easier to: 
a) initate; 
b) monitor/read; and 
c) respond to socially interactive technologies while driving? 
What makes it harder to: 
a) initate; 
b) monitor/read; and 
c) respond to socially interactive technologies while driving 
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Table 1A: List of key beliefs regarding social interactive technology use among young drivers 
 
Belief Type 
 
Initiating Monitoring/reading Responding 
Behavioral Beliefs    
Advantages Communicating with person meeting 
Saving time 
Alleviating boredom 
Being able to determine whether to respond 
Keeping up to date with friends’ plans 
Feeling relieved that you have received an 
expected communication 
Communicating with important people 
Preventing ongoing communications 
Disadvantages Being distracted from driving 
Being apprehended by police 
Feeling obliged to have a longer conversation  
Being distracted from driving 
Being apprehended by police 
Knowing someone was waiting for a reply 
Being distracted from distracted  
Being apprehended by police 
Being surprised at the content of an incoming 
communication 
Normative Beliefs    
          Approve Friends 
Peers 
Friends 
Peers 
Parents 
Friends 
Peers 
          Disapprove Parents 
Partners 
Older drivers 
Police 
Passengers 
People who have been involved in a crash from 
Smartphone use while driving 
Partner 
Police 
Older people 
Parents 
Partners 
Older drivers 
Police 
Passengers 
People who have been involved in a crash from 
Smartphone use while driving 
          Additional  
          Themes 
Hypocritical parents 
Degree of approval dependent on own level of engagement 
Degree of approval dependent on perception of driver’s skill level 
The person getting in touch more likely to approve 
Control Beliefs    
          Facilitators Slow-moving traffic 
Believing you are a good driver 
Free-flowing traffic 
Familiar roads and conditions 
Slow-moving traffic 
Believing you are a good driver 
Having audible notifications of an incoming 
communication 
 
Slow-moving traffic 
Believing you are a good driver 
Receiving a communication of immediate 
importance 
 
          Barriers Difficult traffic/road conditions 
The possibility of police prosecution 
Having passengers in your car 
Knowing about a crash/fatality that resulted 
from Smartphone use while driving 
Difficult traffic/road conditions 
The possibility of police prosecution 
Having passengers in your car 
Knowing about a crash/fatality that resulted 
from Smartphone use while driving 
Difficult traffic/road conditions 
The possibility of police prosecution 
Having passengers in your car 
Knowing about a crash/fatality that resulted 
from Smartphone use while driving 
 
